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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 



In re application of: 

William M. Reller, et al. 

Application No.: 10/694,643 

Filed: October .27, 2003 

For: SELECTING ADS FOR A WEB 
PAGE BASED ON KEYWORDS 
LOCATED ON THE WEB PAGE 
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Commissioner: 

Applicants request review of the Final Office Action dated February 24, 201 1 (the 
"Office Action") for the above-identified application. 

This request is being filed with a Notice of Appeal. 
The review is requested for the reasons stated herein. 
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STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 1-4, 6-30, and 32-36 are pending in the application; claims 5 and 31 were 
previously canceled. Claims 1, 11, 22, and 30 are independent claims. Claims 1-4, 6-30, and 32- 
36 were rejected in the Office Action under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent Publication 2005/0033641 to Jha in view of U.S. Patent No. 7,181,438 to Szabo. 

Applicants traverse the rejection and request reconsideration and allowance of all 
pending claims. The claims as addressed herein correspond to the claims as per Applicants' last 
amendment, entered November 29, 2010. 

REVIEW REQUESTED FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS 

Appellants believe that claims 1-4, 6-30, and 32-36 are allowable over the cited 
references without further amendment for at least the reasons provided below. 

In the pending Office Action of February 24, 201 1, the examiner has rejected the 
claims over the combination of Jha and U.S. Patent No. 7,181,438 to Szabo. 

1. The Office Action is not clear as to the features from combining Jha and 

Szabo that would correspond to the claimed features. 

Taking claim 1 as an example, claim 1, as last amended, recites as follows: 

1 . (Previously Presented) A method for selecting 
advertisements for presentation to client computers on a computer network, 
comprising: 

(a) having on a server computer a plurality of possible 
advertisements that may be presented to a client computer; 

(b) receiving from a client computer a request for delivery from a 
server of a preexisting document containing words; 

(c) determining a relevance score for keywords in the preexisting 

document; 
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(d) selecting from the plurality of advertisements a first selected ad 
content source for a first one of the possible advertisements and a second selected 
ad content source for a second one of the possible advertisements; 

(e) calculating a first productivity value associated with the first 
selected ad source wherein the first productivity value is based on payment 
specified by the first selected ad content source for one or more keywords in the 
preexisting document and is based on the relevance score of the one or more 
keywords corresponding to the specified payment by the first selected ad content 
source; 

(f) calculating a second productivity value associated with the 
second selected ad source wherein the second productivity value is based on 
payment specified by the second selected ad content source for one or more 
keywords in the preexisting document and is based on the relevance score of the 
one or more keywords corresponding to the specified payment by the second 
selected ad content source; 

(g) comparing the first productivity value and the second 
productivity value and selecting the corresponding ad content source with the 
higher productivity value; and 

(h) delivering to the client computer an advertisement from the 
corresponding ad content source along with the requested preexisting document in 
response to the received request. 

The Office Action does not cite where in Jha and Szabo to find the features of (a) 
through (h) in claim 1 . Instead, the Office Action contains a more general discussion of various 
features asserted to be disclosed in Jha and Szabo. It is difficult to construct a cogent argument, 
based on the claim features, against the discussion of Jha and Szabo in the Office Action. 
Applicants assert that the independent claims contain features that cannot be found in the cited 
references and are not described in the Office Action, and therefore the independent claims are 
allowable. 
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2. The features of the independent claims that were acknowledged to be missing 
from Jha are not provided by Szabo. 

The examiner has withdrawn the previous rejection in which she asserted that the 
claims were anticipated by U.S. Patent Publication US2005/0033641 to Jha. Applicants' 
amendment of November 29, 2010 added features that are not possible from Jha, which features 
include determining a relevance score for keywords in a preexisting document, calculating 
productivity values based on payment (e.g, bid) specified by ad sources for one or more of the 
keywords , comparing the productivity values , and selecting the ad source with the greatest 
productivity value for delivering an advertisement. It was noted that the calculated productivity 
values relate to bids from the ad sources for keywords in the preexisting document, and the 
productivity values do not relate to content of the candidate advertisements. Jha performs 
filtering based on ad content. 

In the pending Office Action, the examiner concedes that Jha is missing features 
relating to "multiple sources of ads" and asserts that Szabo discusses these features, so that the 
combination provides ranking "information objects" according to a "relevance ranking" and 
considering productivity so as to select content presentation "based on revenue opportunities 
from advertisers and ad content sources." The examiner concludes that therefore the 
combination of Jha and Szabo provide all the features of our claims. See pages 3-5 of the Office 
Action. 

It is asserted that features cannot be located in Jha and Szabo that can be mapped 
onto the pending claims so as to provide the claimed features and render them obvious. For 
example, neither Jha nor Szabo describes operating by selecting ad content, calculating a first 
productivity value, calculating a second productivity value, and comparing the first productivity 
value and second productivity value. These features were not provided by Jha, and they are not 
now provided by Szabo. 

It is stated in the Office Action that Szabo discusses selecting ads "based on 
relevant content and payment specified by advertiser (sic)" (see page 5 of the Office Action). 
Applicants assert that this falls short of describing or suggesting the particular features (a) 
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through (h) that are recited in claim 1 . A similar shortcoming of the references applies to the 
features of the other independent claims 1 1, 22, and 30. Therefore, it is submitted that Jha and 
Szabo do not provide the features of the independent claims, and therefore the claims are 
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